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Response to Questions from the Revenue & Trarrsportation Committee

Mike Murphy, Bridge Burenu W

Tim, per your request, please find MDT's respnse to questione presented by Senator Erickson at
the June 201I Revenue and Transportation Commiuee meeting conceming MDT's bridge
analysis related to the Kearl Module Transportation Plan (KMTP). For clarification, MDT staff
reviewed video from the hearing. According to SenatorErickson, the questions and comments
inserted in these questions were ftom "a person with engineering background and concem."
Senator Erickson did not disclose the name orcredentials of the source.

Ouestion No. 1: Was MDTBridge Engineer given the same 14 truck configurarions to analyze
that IDT Bridge Engineer Shanon Murgoitio was given?

Comments inserted. within Ouestiofi No. l: Attached af,e two documents that show that
IDT analyzed differing urck configurations than MDT did * at least as far as records
obtained from each by FOIA rqluests in each state. As you can see, the IDT document
contains 14 trucks and the MDT documentation only shows I truck, with reference to 3
others. A number of the trucks evalu4ted by IDT are larger than the single truck
identified by MDT as being the worst case. Since it's safe to conclude that any KMTP
truck permitted in ldaho would reed to be permiued in Montana as well, it is important
that Each state permitting ag€ncy be looking at the exact sarne information.

MD s Re$qonse to Ouesti-on No.1: On January 27,2010,MDT's Bridge Management
Section received 12 trailerconfigurations from Imperial Oil for review. MDT analyzed the
information, including maximum load effects to the $fiucture$ based upon axle spacing, axle
configuration and individual axle load. On February ll,2OIO, MDT provided Imperial Oil with
allowable weights for the configurations. On March 2,}Al0,Imperial Oil submitted a single
configuration in Appendix 7 of the KMTPTransportation Plan, Revision K. While the
configuration matched one of the 12 MDT analyzed (the 12 line 16' wide GoldhofferX the
weights submitted on ihat configurafion werc heavier than the allowable weight identified by
MDT by 13,760lbs. Dwane Kailey notified Imperial Oil of this issue in its March 9,2O1O letter.

While MDT's Bridge Bureau does not have the 14 configurations rBferenced in this question,
any load that does not conform with one of the 12 configurations analyzed or if any load exceeds
axle weight requirements established by the MDT Bridge Bureau, MDT will withhold permirs
pursuanl to A.R.M. 18.6.601 (1) & (2).
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results to the known load capacify value of the individual bridge structure. While MDT utilizes
Opis/Virtisz and other software tools, pnrper analysis requires engineering judgment.

OEestio{t No, 4" What will happen if a KMTP truck that has been permitted is weighed at the
Port of Le.wiston and it is discovered that the axle weights exceed either the limitations issued by
Ms. Murgoitio of IDT in her memo of 14 July 2AL0 or the maximum axle weights referenced by
the single+ruck configuration approved by Mr. Murphy?

Comnpnfs insertedwithin Ouestion No. 4: This question is critical, It is our understanding
that when the Conoco-Phillips shipmonts were weighed atthe Port of lxwiston, the axle
weights were actually significantly heavier than what had originally been permitted,
which resulted in some "scrambling" by IDT to re-evaluate the bridges along the route to
determine what permit restriction$ were needed in order to ensure that the bridges were
not ovedoaded (per Laird Lucas, lead attorney for the plaintiffs in the IDT contested case
hearing). Therefore, it is not unreasonable to anticipatq that some oJthe 207 KMTP
loads may not adhere to the original permit requircments - especially as the weight
restrictions placed by Ms. Murgoitio were issucd only a couple of months prior to the
modules arriving in the U.S. from Korea.

In her testirnony, Ms. Murgoitio discussed using IDT's software to determine what
permit restrictions would suffice to reduce the dynamic impact of a truck on a bridge
down below that which a beidge is ratedfor. Examples of these restrictions include:
slowing the truck down, adding helper dollies, and/or detaching the push ruck. It is
unclear why she discussed the need for these measures in her testimony, unless she
anticipates that ths trucks may not adhere to her weight resfictions and she rnay need to
place some additional restrictions on the pennits, as indicated by subsequent analyeis of
the bridges based on the actual weighs of the axles, as evidenced by scales at the Port.
This, it is our understanding,, is exactly what happened with the CP loads.

1) MDT does not have all the bddge information entered into a softwane database AND
has not performed a prior analysis of every bridge and every truck configuration,
AND

2) KMTP trucks end up weighing more than originally indicated by the configuration
reviewed by Mr. Murphy, THEN

3) The increased axle weights rnay exceed bridge ratings for one ormore bridges on the
route in MI, which MDT will nbtbe in a position to quickly analyze.

t OpisfVirtis, the software referenced by the commenter, has had ttn capability to process non-standard
gage loads, such as KMTP for approximately five years. While MDT uses this software for other
purposes, MDT does not use Vinis as a permitting tool, MDT analyzd the KMTP using the above-
described method, a rnethod used by tk agency since the late 1990's. It is MDT's determination that the
process is accurate and effective. In addition, the Virtis software is a work in progtess. MDT, as well as
other users, has logged a number of erors with the Vinis contractor in its use of the software. Thus, it is
MDTjudgrncnt that relying solely on Virtis for analyzing overweight permit applicadons does notensure
an adequate analysis.



Oustion No 6. Above concerx$ about potential for bridge overloading notwithstanding - how
does the requirement that all trucks stop 50 fest ahead of every single bridge and slow to 5 mph
across each bridge figure (sic) requirement that the trucks do not delay traffic for more than 15
minutes? Does MDT have numbers demonstrating that the Klf[P trucks can both slow down
enough to adequately protect bridges, without increasing length of associated traffic delays
beyond the maximum stipulated by the permit?

Comnpnts inserted within OuestionNo. 6: I think this question is self+xplanatory, and if
only one que$tion gets asked, make it this one. The other questions MDT may be able to
stonewall as being based on speculation, but this one is appropriate regardless of the final
weight of the truck axles.

MDT's Response to Ouestlon No.6l MDT's administrative rules require that Imperial Oil
limit traffic delay to ten minutes. $ 18.8.1"101, ARM. The KMTP Transportation Plan provides
that:

For the transportation plan, experienced drivers have estimated loaded hydraulic
trailer travel speeds of 30 mph on straight stretche$ and 6 mph, 8, mph, l0 mph,
20 mph or 25 mph depending on the grade and other road conditions, Based on
these stated speeds and taking into accountthe transport's acceleration and
deceleration, turnout locations, and slowing down for bridge crossings at 5 mph
and center of bridge as per permit requirements have been identified to adhere to
Montana's l0 minute maximum delay rule. KMTP Transportation Plan (Rev K).

The data provided by Imperial Oil's contractor, Mammoet in Appcndix 2, of the KMTP
Transportation Flan, (Rev K) dernonstrates compliance with the ten minute rule. In the event the
carrier cannot comply with the ten minutE maximum traffic delay rule set forth in $ 18.8.1101,
ARM, MDT will withhold permits until a revised plan is presented.

Ouesdon No,7, Given all of the above uncertainfy, how does MDT justify construction turnouts
if the agency has not performed a full engineering analysis of every bridge and every truck
configuration, and if they have not calculated how speed rcstrictions can fit within the time-delay
wi ndow all owed by their pcrmitting regulations ?

Cpmments inserted within Ouestion No. ?: To put it another way - if MDT has not done all
of their homework to ascefiain without question that a viable solution exists to all of
these concerns, is it reasonable to proceed with permanently altering the landscape to
accommodate this goject?

MDT'$ Resnonse tg Ouestion No. 7: MDT disagrees with the premise. MDT has performed a
full engineering analysis of the route for the trailer configurations submitted for the KMTP.
MDT reviewed the KMTP Transportation Plan for module speed, turnout placement, speed
resFictions, and maximum time delays. Based upon its analysis and review, MDT has
determined that the KMTP will not adversely impact the structures or violate the ten minute rule.


